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■ An important issue with regard to film aAidlence is 
the aaiience individualfls^ttribote -to a variety of film-specific, 
▼ariahles which, in turn, deterBlne their p^tticular movie- going 
expeElence. Ihl| stud^etails the results of a-n in VeAigMion ot the 
iBpOBtaace of 28 potentially influential variables in mov3e ' 
attendance decisions. Bespondents to the self- administered. . 

V f|aes4ionnaire were students onrolled-in 'randomly ara.«h classes ef a 
aortheastern college,* Besults indicate that (1) movie-^oing was rated 
as "soBewhat uniBpo^taht" to "indifferentM as a leisure activityi (2)- 
■ovie attendance was virtually unrelated to the rBSpondeats' use of 

'three other «edlai and <3) the subject matter of the fiiin and the 
in^uence of friends were most iBportant to the most recent film, 
at^ndance) experience. As much as' 551 of the total variance in movie 
attendance was accounted for by the variables examined in the study. 
<HOD) 



• leprodttctions sapplied by IDHS are the best that can be made / * 
*' ^ ' tton the original doaument* - ' * 



ijj . ' <• FILM ATTENDANCE: WHY COLLEGE 

' -. v. . ;. . . , ■ . • - ' I ^ ,y'-f 

STUDENTS CHOSE TO SEE THEIR ' 

^' ^ ' ■ . : ■ ■ ■ ' * " \ 

. , ^ MOST RECENT FILM / 



BRUCE A . Al/STIN 



A Paper Presented 
' 

The Eastern Communication 
As soaiatiori Conference 
Mass Communication Division 
, 24-26 April isai 
* Pittsburgh, PA 

"PERMISSION TO RiPRODUdE THIS 
MATfRlAL HAS HEN GRANTiD SY- 

Bruce A. Austin 



TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CiNTlR (iRlC)J^ 



Cdpyrlght © 1981 by. Bruce A* Austin. All rights 
reservedi ' This paper is not to be cited without 
express permission of the author. 



A^^. , ' FILM ATTENDANCE: WHY COLLEGE STUOENtS -CHdiSE ' « 

, . ^ TO SEE THEIR MOST RECENT I^T^mV'^ ' ' ■ * : 



X -J ' - ^ 1 While a great deal, of thought and effoi't has expended 
' ^ \ ^' I • . ' . " - - 

.\\, * r-, on developing, diseussinge and explaining aesthetic thearies of 

.film Cls 17), ^ittle, in contrast, has been directed toward an 
\ equally important facet of 'the medium, the film audience: "In 

a , ;the race between intuition and the IBM machine the latter came " 
\ , in a poor saeond'* (11, p. In 1953 Handel (11^ p. 310) 

- noted that "Audienea resaarbh is wall entrenched in all madia ' 
, of mass communieation eKeept film" and attributed this ^ in pArti 

to Hollywood's resistanee to such research* Today it ii well* 
known that 'the industry does conduct research on its audien 
however *\ the axaqt nature and results of such research remain 
. proprietary * : A recent comprehensive bibliography published 

research on all aspects of the film audience (3) shot^i that 
only 10^ empirical studies have been conducted sinc^l960*^ 
Although the quantity of studies might siem impresiive ^ it is 
hardly so wher^ ^onsidhered from the perspective of medium: with 
a nearly oni^uhdk^ed year history* (One might wlih to compare ; 
the simple frequefncy of movie audience 'studies with* for exampleV 
; / those of a much more recent medium^ television ^^^o^^ov«*/^ 

sum contribution of this literature to our understanding of the 
film audience, may, at. best, be desaribed as lackirig'jcohesion ^ 
ahd direction. " - ' 

,As has long bsen racognized - at least iince 1948, when the 
/ aramatie drop in'wekly film admissions begah - contemporary' 

^ . movie-goers are far moi^e selective in their^, film attendance 



J^^pit jin po^ulB^ity, FoP Instance v a 1972 study qf Southapn 
Galifornians, eonductad by the Los Angeles Timas Markating Sas^ardH- 
Department (16), found that neirly three-quarteii t73l) of iti * | 

respondents (teena|ers and adulti) reported they had deel-ded to ^ 1 

^ _ ' V " ^ ^ .. ". •■ ,_: . . - 

^tee a partioular pic-tum before deciding to go to themovies^ - . 1 

rathiii^thah the oth^r way around (i.e. , deciding to go to the \\ 

movie^ before deciding which film to see)^ ' - \\ 

\ ,. ^ ... • . . .^^-^ • : / - - ^ ^-y . . - . " , / . l' 

iUi Important issue i therefore ^ with regard to film audiences , \ 

" . ■ ■ ^ . - ■ ^ ^ ^ : ' • ^ ^ 

Which has been largely ignored by social scientists^ isvthe ' r \ 
salience Individuals attribute, to a variety of f ilm-spedif ic 
variables which^ in turn; determijie their particu 
experience. Thus, lihifi study det^ls the results of an investiga- 
tion of the importande of 28. potentially "influintial yai^labies in 
movie attendance deciBii^s. Based the concept of a discrimi- 
nating audience, -the research questions this study addresses are: , 
/ !• How important is moi^^^oing ^s a leisure^time activity? . / 

2, ^^at is the relatiortship between movie attendance and ' 
^- ■ * * ■ \ 

the use of other media 

3. How important Were these 28 variaMes in the individuals' 

. _ 1 ^ . .. . - 

" most recent decision to attend a movie and what percentage 

* * . i ' 

.of the' movie attendance variance Is predicted by these ' 
' 28 variables? ' . ' . ' ' ^' ■ 

The^28 variables considered in this study were selected on 
the basis of both previous research and intuition* A prior^, 

these 28* variables may be broadly catfgoriied into eight areai* 

" - . ''^ - - . ^ . , , 

production personnel (director, producer, screenwriter , ,^le .and 



J 



' ' fen^le f^4rs) i.;-pTOductl9n elemen,ts : (music ,^.p title, - " " 

J^otlon 5ictu*e Assotftation of Amepiea t'ati^^^ R, X3), ■ 

. advcrtisins (previews and ads | in newspapers', Inl^gazi^n'es, 'teievi^ipn, 

#and radio), dritieism,^a newspapers 5 Vmagaziriesj 

. \ ' y ^ ' ^ ' . \ " •• . r , • ■- . 

TV, and radip)\V irit#rpersbhral^ influence (from friend^ akd parents) ^ 
I:- \ ^ . "-^ ' V • ' r - ;." ' ^ ^ \ ^ ■ 

^reeption o^film conterit Cplot and genre) ^ finandiai^ to 

the pat^^fi Cpriee af admission 5 ^roxlMty of th incidental 

eKpens#i ) 5 knd other .(npmination ifor and winning of an Academy ^ 

..Award). ^ : ■[^'^ :'i:^:r^J^' \. ^-'v,;^- - \. ^ ^.^ 

Popular rtiatOTic^ strict^ sptculatiye, .in nature | ftai; asserted 
th^ importance of many of theBe vari^blfes in a film's popui^rity* 
Sailups^ for instance, maintain^^that a "good" title adds ai least 
$3^0,000 to' a movie's ^osS (cited in 10, p, 36 ). Noi^nitions 
:tor and;,- especially,, wiriiiing of an Oscar, according to Sarris * 
.(20 s P* 18)5 has box office impact insofar as th# award' and the 
telecasting^ o^ the cersmorifes act "as a certification ^f the 
/ hovies.* • ^ Ctl^ audience is J obliged to catch up on." Beaupri 
' (7,^p. 72) goes' so^ fiar as, to state that Coming Home ^'picked .'up 
another. $5, ;1 8 1,:^ 00 in' 1979 by dint of the . Academy AwaRds given 
its Stars,. Jane Fonda and Jon Voight*" Mayer (IB, pp. *37-43) \ 

_ ^; ' / % - ■ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ . ^ '* ^ v' ■ 

offei^s a lff-ppi.nt "popularity factprs" sort system (fdcused mostly 

on film content) , and .Jarvie (12) posits that it is^a jilm^s "image*^ 

Which detfrmines success* Finally, .five factors whiah effect film - 

grosses ^re of fer^ byr Munsun (19): film content , the marketing' 

^ environment , sales effort eKp6rided, method of release and ^istribu-^ 

f^^tion,' and it^e^ef feet, W initial returns/ upon conjectural 

and often; contradictory remarks such as those presented above' 




*i our ppestht knowlidga bf the ihdep€ndBnt- ind Qumulative cdfntt^ibu- 

.'^--v . ■. \ '-r ^ _^ . 

tlbh ©f thesa and othak* varlkbles is inadequate. Only in the 
Eiffiited seientifie iiterature do we hkve some a^nse of the influ- 
"jenoe of these variables* Iri a study of British film-goers > Silvay 
and Kenyph C 21) found that the type of film and its east % 
' th# most , important reasons for tjieir respondents most recent 
movie attejidanc^# Prpductipn elements te.g* , photography ^ script- 
ing, direction); were fmind to be of limited importance. The Los 
Angeles Times study (IB} repor-^ed t^at th^film's 'subgect was the 
most' important variable (of a total of 15 variables measured) in 
determining whether or not to see a particular film*v Conversely ^ 
the film's titla^ produeer/director ^ and t^e results. of 'Academy 
^ Awards were viewed as least important « % 

Several studies, incorpOMting some of the variables considered 

here, 'have been conducted Utilizing 4ata generated from non^survey 

- . ' 'i, . ^ ■ ' ■ 

/sources. Simonet Ci2) used the previous experience records of 
peven production personnel in a multiple degression equation and r 
found /that these seven, variabrts accounted f^^wo-thirds of , the 
domestic film 'revenufc variance in top-grossing films, A study 
^ which aompared audience (as measu^%d by film rentals)* response, 
with critics* attention paid to film^ directors for films in domres- 
tic release. (24) found virtually no relationship between the two 
variables. Most recently, Litman^s (IS) findings cont'radict thdse ' 
of the Times and Silvey and Kenyont His study reported that box 
office success was not dependent on subject m^ter, attendance = 
restrictiohs 5 or . */hi^h paid superstars," Variables which were 
important ingredients significantly contributing to tHeatrical 



rentals » . included the production bu<2[g;et's siSe , critics ratings 

use of major distributors. Academy Awards, and Chpistmaa release. 
From this brief revieiw of the available lit'eratup it is apparent 
that contradictions are rife. Thus, in addition to the researeh^ 
questions o£jfered a^ove, this study wiM. attempt to resolve soi^ 
of these differences. Moreover, the present resiarch eschews 
^ tht mathodological pitfalls of both the amchair philosophers 
and. the non^ survey scholars* * / . . 

' ' METHODOLOGY .' " " 

- Respondents to the self-administered questiorinaire used- 
^ for- this^ study^: were students enrqll4d ^ in randomly drawn classes 
9f f^-n^th^stern, GOllege, A total of 318 questiormaires were 
disti^buted of'whlch 170 (53.4%) were returned. Participants 
were asked. te complete the anonymous questionnaire at home. 
Distribution and. collection^of the questionnaires occurred ip. 
' December , 1979 . / ' % 

The questionnaire used in this study was designed to assess 
the 'respondents * frequency of movie attendance -^nd the importance'^ 
of the 28' variables in their most recent film-going experience* 
In order tq determine most recent film attendanee, the respondents 
were asked to record the title of 'the last movie they had seen 
as weliL as ^^who or what' drew your 'attentioh to the film%" Fol- 
lowing these two open-endtd ^questidns 5 the .participants were 
directed to indicate their opinion cdntierning the importance of 
each o^ the 23^variables in "their attendance decision on a seven-. ■ 
point rating scale.. Response options ranged from "very unimportant 



(eodied 1) to -•very important": Ccodad 7). ' * 

^ Raspondtnts ranged in aga from 17 to 3S years (X * 20,7 
years s Md * 20VH years) ^ DiB^butioh by saK oldiely rt^d^^ the ' 
popi^ation from which the sample was drawn r 68 • 9% were males an4 
31,1% females,: The partieipants a^ as 
folidwsf 27,B;% freehken, 16 ,2%i sophomoresV 22 ,2% juniors^ 32,3% ^ 
seniors, and 1,81 graduate and nonmatrlculated. The sample was 
subdivided into [two groupSi frequent and oeoasional movie^goers, 
Prtquent movief^goers were^efined: as those respond who reported 
^^attending films :twiae a month, or more. The distribution of the 
respondents by sex and ^ear in \ school fc^thes^ "t^^^ 
displayed in Ta^le 1, . Therb was no signlfiGaht difference betwAn 
the two groups I by age (X^ ^16,725 df i 13, p ^ '21^ 

^ ' ^ Table 1 About Here ' 

Before, presenting the 'results of. this study it is important 
to address the ooncept of external validity, the representative^ 
^ess of the sam|je,. Gertner (9 , p/ 32A) reporjfs that 58% of 'the 
total 1977 f i^m.^dmissions were accpunte^^^for by 16 to 29 year 
olds. Moreover'^ individuals with at leas%<gome college education 
comprise both the largest and most frequent .movie^^Ddng aggregate 
Thus, as Elliott and Schenck-Hamlin (8, p. 553) Btat4^ "for film 
research^ the college student may be more representative than 
student samples used in other research The usual cautions con- 
cerning self-repbrted data are, of course 5 applicable, : 



■ \ RESULT^ / 'f { • ',. ; 

Fdf the . ©rttire sample the mmM f requenex of movie attendance' 
was onee a m^nth. TaBle 2 reports respohses to a question which , 

• ^ ^ ? . Table 2 About Here 

■ \ ^ . -■■ . ; ' .■ . ^ 

. asked, "When are you most likely to go to, a movie?" The most 

.: ^ : ■ . ' . ^, c * . : . ./.^:. . 

' frequently oecurl*i,ng response among all groups offers support for 

<' the' findings reported by the 1972 Times study and the cpneept of 
i discriminating aiidienefe: movie-going appears to^ be a specific - 

" as opposed to a general - activity. These respdndents to go a ]■ 
movie,, not the movies r Knowing this , as well ^^s tha-fe fi4m patrons 
in this market have a multitude of films from which to choose,^ 
'we should be abley from the importance attributed to the variables 
examined in this study 5 to Hatter understand how film-goers arrive 
at their choice for film attendance^ V " ^ ^ 

' Sixty-five different titles were listed by the respondents' 
as the last movie they had seen. Three films were" mentioned, by 
more than ten respondents: Apocalypse Now , 10,* and Animal House . 
Responses; to ;the questioh which asked who or what drew their 
attention to this film were coded into six categories. Table 3 
reports the percentage distribjation by type of response '.for both . 



Table 3 About Here 



groups, vmile overall there is no significant difference between 
groups, frequent movie-goers more often mentioned word-of-mputh 



riources^ than did'ooGadional movie^goers . 

' The first resBarGh question asked; 'How Important is niovie-^ 

j' _ • ■ ■ ■■• ' •' ' " '■ ■ ■ " ^ ■•'■*■/■" y • 

going, as a leiaure-time activity? Jo a^^^^ this queition, 

respdnfdent's were asked: "in te^'ms of your leisure-time activities 

.about how important would you say going to the movies is?" _.0n a 

^ieven-poj^ scale (1^ very uriimpor?tant ) the mean response for 

the entire sample was 3,7, for dccasional movie^goers^ 3*4^ and 

for frequent movie-goers, V.a. Although neither group .evaluated 

movie-go ihg as an iraiportant leisure-time 'actiyity , as would be 

expected, frequent movie-goe^s ^ated the activity as aignif icantly 

. ' ■ ' . ' . j' • • . ' - . 

more iniportant than occasional patrons tta4. 323v df»161, p< .001, 

" _ ■ ■ '■ , ji 

two-tailttd). A following,, open-endea, quest ion asked* the resppnd- 
" , - • . ' ' . •' ' ■ . ■ ■ 

.ents to indicate their favorite' , leisure-time activity. Twenty- 

six* different types of responses were coded. • Oyerall, 2.51 of 
the sample reported going to the movies as their ' favorite leisure- 
timp activity^ with ".SI •among the occasional and 6^0% among the 
frequent attenders. By way of comparison, the; 1972 Times study 
reported that 2% of its sample named movie-going as their favorite, 
le'isure activity. • ' 

Another aspect of movie-going as a leisure activity is medim 
use in general. Handel's 194 6 study (cited in, 10, p. 155") 
reported positive correlations between attendance at movies, 
radio listening, and newspaper and book reading. Thi second 
research 'question asked:, What is the relationship betwe en jnovie 

attendance and the use of other media? Table 4 reports' • 
. , ^ ^ 

, = ■ ■ Table 4 About Here 



■ product-moment correlations, between movie attendance , daily tele- 
vision viewing , and (daily) .newsRaper andi (monthly) magaziine ■ • * 
reading. As dan be seen, ,f,or the entire isample as well as the 
two subgroups, movie attendanee was unralated to televiewing ^nd 
news-paper reading. A modest (.19) positive relationship between 
film-going and magazine reading was found, but only for the sample 
as a whole. These findings, then , tend to contradict Handel's 
asBertion of a multimedia-use audience. In terms of the extent 
of their media consumption, both occasional and frequent film^ 
goers reported viewing an average one-to-two hours of television 
daily (t= .127, df =165 ,^ p ^ . 05 , two-tailed)^ and reading a. news- 
paper an average of three times weekly (ta.980, df^lSS, p^.OS, 
■^two-tailed). Frequent film-goers reported reading significantly 
more magazines monthly (t=3.813, df=165, p< .001, two-tailed) 
than did occasional movie-goers Can average of three a month \ 
compared to two a month respect lyely) . 

The third research question asked: How important were these . 
•2B variables in the individuals* most recent decision to attend 
a movie and what percentage of th^ movie attendance variance is 
predicted by the^e 28 variables? Table S presents the mean 
scores and comparative rank order by attendance group for each' 

Table 5 About Here 

variable. As was found in studies by the Times , Austin (2), 
SilvGy and Kenyon , the two most important variables, among both 
groups, were the film's plot and genre, i.e., its subject matter. 
Comments made by friends were also clearly important. Conversely, 



V •■■ ■■■■ - ■ ■ • ■, V. ' .-^ ' . ; :„,v. ^. '.r' ' ■ . ^ . r 

,r tlie ;threei least ^Important variables weife ^hind-the-camejia pTo-;. 
■ ; ^ctiqn personnel : the film's d'ireetor> writer , and .ppodueer. / ' ' 

^ Th^s finding, too, tends td^gpee wi^^eyious research ( 

■ ' \ ' ' • ■ ' ^^'-^^ * '' "' ' ' ' ' 

21),. In contrast with the popular n^^^d, winning or » being ■ ' " 

. nominated ;-( a better indicator here given 'tMe time of questionnaire' 
;' , distribution), for. an Academy Award was reported' by these respond-. ■ 
ents" to be rathei^ unimportant. Other low-salience variables ' ' 
. ; included parental comments, MPAA r^ing,; and incidei^l/ costs . . T 

Advertisements presented in the electronic media were rated. \ 

those offered by. the' print media; of all 
aevision was by f^r th^more impOTtan't 
meaiura. compared tq these media advef'tisements , .previews (tr#il#rs) 
^ shown in theaters were more important than were ads presented in . 
radiop, newspipers, or magazines. - Frequent movie -goers ranked • 
previews higher than did occasional movie-|oers Cfourtrij and seventh 
respectively); as would be expected give^/their greater likelihood 
Of . exposure to such promotional" materia,!. ' ' 

r While the electronic mfdia were rated as more important .adver- 
•^sing sources than were print jnedia, reviews which appeared in 
Irint were ranked higher th^n tJiose presented on TV or radio. ' 
Occasional movie-goers rated reviews as being more impor't^ht thin' ■ 
did frequent movie-goers, regardless of the me^dium in which they ' 
. were presented; Nevertheless, overall, critical commentary was 
assessed as being somewhat unimportant to those respondent^ . ' 

T© check for differences by attendance gr^up and sex for' " . . 
e'ach criterion available, two-v^y analysis' of viriance tests, were 
• performed. One significant interaction effect was found- ' 
. 'occasional female film-goers reported proximity of ■the theater 

ERIC / • 



as, s4gnifiGantly more important than aid' males (p< ♦QS) . In 

tarms of attendanee groi^'j a significant main ^f feet was found 

,only for the newspaper reviews variable: occasional film-goers ' 

rated this variable as significantly more important than frequent 

film-goers (p<,OS). Three significant main effects were found ' 
when the variables w^e compared by sex,' In all three instances 

males reborted the director (p<.05), producer ?p<.05Tj and TV 
advertisements Cp< . 01) more important than females* 

As Table 5 illustrates , the price of admission ranked fifth 
;arid eleventh in importance for, respectively, the occasional and 
the frequent film-goer. Later in th& questionnaire the partici- 
pant .^ere asked to respond on a seven-point scale (1-strongly 
disagree) to the following statement: "If the price of admission ^ 
(tickets) to the tovies was less expensive I would go more often." 
The mean response for both attendance groups indicated agreement 
w^th this statement (occasional X-5';9, frequent ^-5*97), The 
.similarity of mean values for both groups suggests that while 
the pric^ of admission was a relatively unimportant variable for 
their last trip to the movies, lower prices at the box office 
might stimulate increased frequency of attendanc#^^ 

To provide an answer to the question concerning what per^ ^ 
centage of the movie attendance is predicted by these 2 8 .variables , 
the variables examined here, plus a 29th, importance of movie 
attendance as a leisure activity, were entered by forward stepwise 
inclusion in a multiple regression analysis with movie attendance 
as the dependent variable. In the stepwise regression procedure, 
the most powerful independent variable (i.e,, that variable which 
explains the greatest amount of variance in the dependent variable) 



is entered fit^st , followed Tjy the remaining independent variables 
according to the strength of their contributioftp to variance 
explained in tlie depend^t variable As Jennrich (13 ^ p* 58) 
note^, the stepwise routine allows the researcher to "steer the 
[predictor variable] additions by statistically meaningful 
criteria."^ Here the criteria utilized were f n in predictor 
aist=2^, F'.Ol, and tolerance^ , 001 * 

Overall, for the total sample, somewhat more than one -quarter 

_ 2 - 

(R ~28*6) of the movie attendance' variance ds explained Ijy 27 
variables (film plot and magazine advertisements' F-level were 
insufficient for inclusion). The summary portion of the regres- 
sion analysis for occasional film-goers is presented in Table 6 
while Table 7 reports the results for frequent rtovie-goers. 

Table 6 About Here 

Table 7 About ttere * 

Using 27 variables (insufficient F-levels for the television 
reviews and Oscar nomination variables), 35.4% of the variance 

is explained for the occasional attendance group. Lxcluding the 

• ----- 2 

importance of mOv.ie = going the R drops to 32.6% for this group. 
As qan be seen^ in Table 7^ 27 variables (radio reviews and parents' 
comrrients not included) predict more than half - 55.1% - of the 
variance for the frequent attendance grouD. With movie-£oinr^ ' 
importance excluded , R -5,j2.5% 



CONCLUSION 



0' 



This^ r.eport presants the results of a study which Investigated 
the importance of 28 variables in an individual's most recent 
decision to attend a film* Based on the three research questions 
offered earlier, the following conclusions may be 'drawn ^ (1) 
\movie-goirig was rated as somewhat uni^ortant to indifferent as 
a 'leisure-time activity, (2) movie attendance^ was ' found to be 
virtually unrelated to ^ the respondents- use of three other media, 
(3) the subject matter of the film and the influence of friends 
were most important to the respondents most recea< film attendance- 
experience; conversely ^ the tJvree key behind-th^^camera pi^oduction 
personnel and individuals outside the respondents ' peer group ^ 
were assessed as being unimportant, (^) as much as 55% o# the 
total variance in movie attendance is accounted for by the vari- 
ables examined in this study, thereby indicating their use 
mbvie-go^rs , ' ^ ' 

The study reported here offers numerous avenues for further 
investigation. Film audience research, despite the lengthy * ^ 
existence of the medium and patrons, is still in its infancy,- 
One might, for instance , logically and validly argue that the 
influence of virtually all the various production variables on 
film choice decisions is contingent on sources externar to the 
variables themselves (e,g*, interpersonal or mass mediated) and 
hencB these variables might be viewed as cohtaminated , ^ Thus, 
for example, the influence of film plot or genre is probably 
dependent on interpersonal interaction, reading of reviews, 
viewing advertisements, or seeing trailers, Adnce one cannot 



possibly have first-hand knowledge^ of plot or genre prior to 
actually, viewing a film. Further, the concept of film genres 
and- what this means to individuals continues to confound* research 
efforts* There is obviously a need, therefore , for research 
that goes beyond bivariate analysis and which attempts to sort-^ 
out by multivariate means these sources of contamination. More- 
overi .different advertising (e*g.5 the early enigmatic ads for 
The China Syn drome as opposed to reliance on reputation as has 
been employed for Th e Empire Strikes Back ^ Rocky II , and^ Jaws - 
■■Just when you thought, it was safe to go back in the water" - II) 
and marketing strategies and their effectiveness need research 
attention. 

i ' ^ ^ ■ ' , 

i' 



TABI£ 1 

Distribution by Sex and Year in School 
of Occasional and Preouent Movie-Goera 



Occasional 
Movie-ftoers 



Frequent 
Mov^-Goers 



' ftole 
Pemale 
N 



67.2% 
32.8% 

2 

X- ^ 1.13 



df^l 



75.5% 

24.5% 

49 
P> .05 



Preshman\ 
Soghonvore 
Junior ^ 
Senior 

Graduate and 
Other 

N 



25.0% 
16.44 
22.4% 
34.5 



X - 



1.71 

116 tt, 
1.52 



33j3% 
15.7% 
21.6% 
27.5% 

1.9% 
51 

P> .05 




TABLE 2 

Wh^n Are You Most Likely To Go To A Movi^? 



Total Sample 



Oecasionai 
Movia-Goers 



Frequent 
Movie^Goers 



When you fee^l tired or 
depressed 

4 

When you just happen to 
have ^ free evening 

When there is a pietur'e which 
especially interests you 



Wien someone else asks you 
to go * 



other 



ERIC 



.6% 

8.81 

76.5% 

8.8% 
5.3% 



.91 



8.5% 



73,7% 



11.0% 



5.9% 



.0% 



9.6% 



82.7% 



3.9% 



3.8% 



X ^,3.27 df^4 p^.SX 



'3 



( i 



) 



TABLE 3 

Wio or What Drew Your Attention To The 
Last Film You Attended? ' 



' Occasional , . Frequent 

^ Ma^e-Goers Movie-Goers 



■0 



Theme/content 26.3% 

Actor/actress " 16,7% 

TV advertisement ' 12.3% 

Reviews g.ii 
Other 



Word-«£ffmouth 33.3% ■ AbIo^ 



16.0% ' 
12.0% 
. 10.0% 
4.0% 

5.3% • 10.0% 
^ 113 ^ 50 

* X a 5.74 df=5 p> ,05 



r 
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Product-Moment Correlations of Media Us© Habits 



TV 

Vie 



Newspaper 
Reading 



Magazine 
Reading 



>Iovie Attendance 
total sample 
occasional 
frequent 



,00 
,00 
07 



-.05 
.04 
.02 



.19* 
.00 



TV Viewing 

total sample 

occasional 

frequent 



Neveapaper Reading 
total sample 
becasional 
trequent 



. *p< .05 (two-tailed)' 
•*P< .01 (two-tailed) 
***P<.001 (two-tailed) 



22** 
27** 
09 



\ 



.12 
.13 
.12 



.26*** 

.26*** 
.31* 
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TABU 5 ' ' 

Mean Scores and Rank*Order For Importance of 
Movie Attendance Variables 



Total 
Sample 

X Rank 



Oceasional 
Movie^Goers 

W Rank 



- Frequent 
Movie^Goera 



Ran} 



Genre 

Friends' Comments 
TV Ads 
Previews 
Title 

Price of Admiss^ion- 
M^l^e Star 
Pemale Star 
Radio Ads 
Color Photography 
Music * 
fJewspaper Rd-^iews 
Magazine Reviews 
Proximity of Theater 
FJewspaper Ads 
Magazine Ads ' 
rv Reviews 
MP AA ^Rating 
law Photogr ^hy 
Radio Reviews 
Dscar Nomination 
Dscar Winning 
Cncidental Costs 
?arents' Comments 
Producer 
Writer ^ 
Jlrectpr 



5.59 


(1) 


5.52 


(1) 


5,66 


(1) 


5.21 


(2) 


5.09 


(2) 


5.36 


(2) 


4.99 


(3) 


5. 00 


(3) 


4 .82 


t3) 


4*10 


(4) 


4,17 


, (4) 


3.86 


(5) 


3.80 


(5) 

(5) 


3 . 63 


(7) 


4.08 


f4) 


3.71 


3.69 


, .(6) 


3.68 


(6) 


3.63 


(7) 


3.72 


3.26, 


(11) 


3,61 


(8) 


3.62 


(8) 


,?.50 


(9) 


^3.36 


(9) 


3:18 


(12) 


f 3.66' 


' (7) 




(10) 


,3.42 


(9) 


3.10 


(12) 


ill) 


3 . 17 


(13) 


3.52 


(8) 


3.27 


(12) 


3.15 


(14) 


3.44 


(10) 


3.25 


(13) 


3.41 


t(10) 


2.80 


(1-6) 


3.14 


C14) 


3.28 


(11) 


2.74 


(17) 


3.-12 


(15) ' 


3.09 


(15) 


2.98 


(14) 


3. -67 


(16) 


3.05 


(16) 


3.00 


(13) 


2.97 


(17) 


2.93 


(18) 


*- 2.92 


(15) 


a. 92 


(18) 


2«95 


(17) 


2.64 


(19) 


2.S6 


\m 


2.82 


(19) f 


2.92 


(15) 


2.82 


(20) 


2.77 


(20) 


2.74 


(17) 


2 . 6* 


(21) 


2.66 


(21) 


2.48 . 


(21) 


. 2.63 


(22) 


2.52 


(22) 


2.68 


(18) 


2.59 


(.23) 


2.52 


(22) 


2.62 


(20) 


2.29 


(24) , 


2.21 


(23) 


2.34 


(22) 


2.22 


(25) 


2.19 


(24) 


2.24 


(23) 


1.92 


(26) 


1.84 


(25) 


2.12. 


(24) 


1.82 


(27) 


1.80 


(26) 


1.86 


(25) 


1.76 


(28) 


■ 1.7,4 


(27) 


1.74 


(26) 



Livery unimportant^ 



7^very important 
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TABLE 6 



Summary Table fpr Stepwise Regression with Movie AttendanCa as 
the Dependent Variable: Occasional Molrie-Goers 



Predictor Variables 



Multiple R 



Simple r 



Beta 



Movie importance 

Director 

B^W photo 

Parents ' comments 

Radio reviews 

Male star 

Newspaper ads 

Oscar winner 

Previews 

TV ads 

Writer 

Title 

Producer 

Newspaper reviews 
Magazine, ads 
Genre 

MPAA rating 
Incidental costs 
Radio ads 
Magazine reviews 
Friends comments 
Pemale star 
Plot 
Music 

Theater proximity 
Price of admission 
Color photo 





y • u d / 


U . 29 


0.19 


0 35 ^ 


w ■ X ^ o 


U m dH 


dm 


0 39 


n IRQ 


U « J, / 


0 . 19 


0.42 


0 178 


u * u J 


— U . ^l* 


0.44 


0 200 




U . 4X 


0.46 


0 218 


y * £ ^ 




0,48 


0 237 


y • y Q 


_ A n ^ 


0.50 


0 2^1 


^ y • y i 


- A ^1 

"■y * 21 


0. 51 


0 2fi4 


y ■ 


A A 


0.53 


0.281 


^y • y J 


^A 1 ^ 


0.54 


0.291 


0* 09 


-0 12 


0.54 


0.299 


0.17 ' 


. 0.13 


0.55 


0.306 


0.11 


-0.15 


0.56 ' 


0.314 


0.12 


-0.07 


0.56 


0.322 


0.10. 


0.23 


0,57 


0.330 


0.03 


■ -0.13 


0.57 


0.334 


-0.03 


-0.08 


0.58 


0.337 


0,05 


-0.06 


0.58 


0.341 


0.05 


-0.10 


0.58, 


0.343 


0.12 


-0.07 


0.58 


0.345 


Q^ii.. f 

0,06 / 


0.08 


0.58 


0.347 


-0.08 


0.59 


0.349 


-0.06 


-0.05 


0.59 


0.351 ^ 


o;o9 


0.06 


0.59 . 


0.352 ' 


0,00 


0.06 


0.59 


0.353 


-0.04 


( -0.04 


0.59 


0.354 


0.14 


-0.04 



J 



23 < 



^ TABLE 7 

Suiranary Table for Stepwise Regression with Movie Atten€ance as 
the Dependent Variable: Frequent Movie-Goers 



/Predictor Variables 




Mttltipie R 


r2 


Simple r 


Beta 




Female star 




0.26 


&*069 


-0 2fi 


-0 29 


BIPAA rating 




0.48- 


0.168 


0 10 


0 27 


TV ads 




0.232 


-0.10 




Newspaper reviews 




0*51 


0.262 


0 12 


0 20 


Oscar winner 




0*54 


W . ^ ^ U 


W * w Q 
fi Chi 


^0 07 


Producer 




0*57 


0 330 


U * -Lo 


Magazine ads 




0.63 


0,404 


-0 20 


--0 44 


Incidental costs ^ 




0 - 65 


M 9 ^ ^ 3 






Mala star 




0.66 


0,448 


-0.19 


-0 17 


Movie importance 




0.68 


0.469 


■ 0.21 


0.27 


Newspaper ads 




0*69 


0.482 


0.12 


0.17 


"If r iter 




0.70 


0.502 


0.10 


0.20 


Color photo 




0.71 


0.511 


0.10 


0.33 


BSW photo 




0.72 


0,519 


-o.oq 


-0.23 


Genre , 




0.72 


0.531 


or. 00 


-0.11 


Friends' comments 




0.73 


0.536 


-0.05 


-0.12 


'Pj^eviews 




0.73 


0.540 


-0.12 


0.15 


l^dio ads 




0*73 


0.542 


0.04 


0.09 


Osctar nomination 




0.73 


0.544 


-0.01 


-0.24 


Director 




0.73 


0.546 


0.00 


0.09 


Plot 




0.73 


0.547 


0.02 


-0.07 


Theater proximity 




0.74 


0.549 


-0.08 


-0.02 


TV reviews 




0.74 


0.549 


0.02 


0.12 


Title 




0*74 


0.54 9 


0.22 


0.07 


Price of admission 




0.74 


0.550 


-0.01 


-0.04 


Magazine reviews 




0,74 


0,551 


0.00 


-0.07 


Music 




0,74 


0.551 


-0.16 


-0.04 
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FOOTNOTES 



4 ^For a discussion of recent trends in research conduc'tgd 
by the film industry see Simonet (23), 

2 

Bannerman and Lewis (6, p. 12 9) note that "Scholarly 

interest in the movies [sic] audience has waned greatly since 

the advent of television and recent studies are scarca^ " 

' 3 

The relationship between film, ahd its audience has been 
a^perennial focus of attention for the methodologically less 
rigorous armchair philosophers. These individuals 5 termed 
"Descriptors" by Austin X^) , while often providing valuable 
points of departure for the social scientist 5 offer little in 
the way of systematically and empirically advancing the state 
of knowledge. 

fi?" - 

Copies of the questionnaire are available from the author. 
The present research builds upon a pilot study (2), ^ . 

^As advertised in "the market's local daily newspaper at' 
the time when the study was conducted * there was a total of 24 
indoor^theaters and 36 screens. 

®Due to space limitations, tables reporting the results of 
these tests are not shown. Copies of the tables' are available 
from the author. 

7 . . 

2 Excluding importance of ^movie-going from' the analysis, 
R"-17*S. The summary table for this analysis is not shown due 
to space limitations but is available from the author. 

8 

Nonetheless^ it is sensible to assume that even though 
some degree of contamination is to be expected^ the production 
variables may still be differentially salient to various 
individuals* Therefore, while the contribution of who directed 
a film to subsequent attendance is most likely to be determined 
by reading advertisements listing such credits, the importance 
of the variable to different individuals is likely to fluctuate. 

9- . - 

For a discussion of this point see (5) and (14). 
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